THE MIMAMSAKAS ON YOGAJA PRATYAKSA :
A CRITIQUE

BuupeNDRA CHANDRA DAS

The Naiyayika is the propounder of yogaja pratyaksa (yogic
perception). This perception has been admitted by each and every system
of Indian Philosophy excepting the Mimamsaka and the Carvaka. The
Mimarsakas do not admit the existence of yogaja pratyaksa. To them
yogic perception is non-existent like horns of a hare. They give some
arguments for not accepting yogaja pratyaksa. The Naiyayikas logically
refute these arguments to defend their position. An attempt has been made
to provide some evaluative remarks from my own standpoint.

I

Yogaja pratyaksa (transcendental perception) is one of the three
types of supernormal perception. The word * yogaja’ comes from the word
‘yoga'. Yoga’ is defined as the cessation of the modifications of citta
(Yogaécittavminirodhab)’. One who follows the prescribed method of
yoga is generally called a yogin. The view of ‘yogaja pratyaksa’ is
mentioned in Gautama’s Nydya Sdtra (3.2.43) and this theory is elaborated
by Vatsyayana® and Uddyotakara®. The Naiyayikas hold that the
supernormal perception of an individual i.e., a yogin is also as real as any
other perception. They call such a perception as supernormal one, for
such perceptions are beyond the range of normal perception. They can
perceive the subtle objects, atoms, the minds of others, air, space, time etc.
through this perception. Jayanta Bhatta describes yogic perception as the
perception of subtle, hidden, remote, past and future objects and considers
it to be the highest excellence of human perception®. And he rejoins that
the yogins perceive all objects in all places through cognition simultaneously®.
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The supernormal state of the mind acts as the supernormal sense-object
contact (alaukika sannikarsa). This type of contact is known as yogaja
sannikarsa which causes yogaja pratyaksa.

According to Visvanatha, yogins are of two kinds ; Yukta (conjoined)
and Yuijana (occasionally conjoined). So yogaja pratyaksa is also of
two kinds : yukta pratyaksa and yunjana pratyaksa These are the
perceptions of yukta and yusjana yogins respecptively. A yukta-yogin
is one who has attained spiritual perfection and such intuitive knowledge
of all objects is constant and Spontaneous to him. The yogins acquire the
power of perceiving all objects with their pure minds free from all taints
and one-pointed by constant concentration’.

A Yurdjana-yogin is one who is on the way to perfection and he
requires the help of concentration for occasional intuitive cognition of all
things. Here a yogin requires dhyana, dharnaetc. as additional subsidiary
factors for the supernormal perception®. A yogin is endowed with a mind
having two types of properties : a particular method of thinking
(cintavisesah) and a power generated through the practice of yoga
(yog abhyasajanitaf). Both the methods are accessory to the attainment
of transcendental perception®,

The power of the sense-organs of the ordinary man like us is limited.
The Naiyayikas hold that there can be natural or inborn variation in the
capacity of sense-organs. For example, the cat can perceive in darkness
also and the vultures can see an object from a very far distance from the
sky. And Sampaiti, the king of vultures, saw Sita from a distance of a
hundred yojanas'®. But human €ye cannot see after a certain distance.
The superior quality of perception varies in degrees like the superior quality
of the colour white, etc. A section of men attains the highest degree of
perception if they develop in quality of the same. Those whose perception
reaches the highest degree of perfection are called sages. So we cannot
deny the possibility of higher degree of functioning of the sense-organs of
a living being. The most excellent perfection of perception is constituted
by the apprehension of subtle, remote, past and future objects',

The Mimarsaka has a strong objection against the possibility of
yogic perception'™. He holds that even if it were possible, it would be
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illusory. The perception of a yogin is said to be the consequence of the
constant practice of meditation. Here, there is a flash of presentative intuition
as the result of meditation. This doctrine of intuition, the Mimarnsaka says,
is peculiar to Indian thinkers. But though the cognition produced by the
constant meditation is manifested as a distinct presentative cognition, does
it cognize a thing as apprehended in the past or more than that? If it
apprehends exactly the same thing as apprehended in the past, then the
cognition generated by intense meditation is nothing but memory. But,
according to the Mimarnsaka, memory is invalid. And if it apprehends
more than that which was perceived in the past then it is illusory since it
apprehends something which has no real existence. Thus the Mimamsaka
concludes that if supernormal perception called yogic perception is possible
atall, itis invalid.

More grounds forwarded by the Mimarsaka for not accepting a
yogic perception are as under :

(a) Sense-organs have limitations. Although the power of functioning
of senses is increased by practicee, still it has limitation. One can jump
over a wall by the regular practice but how can one jump over an ocean of
the Hiamalayas'.

(b) Though it is pointed out that by practice the power of a particular
sense-organ can be increased, it cannot be said that a yogin can see
anything and everything with his eyes, In fact, the eyes cannot reveal
sound and ears cannot reveal colour".

(¢) The Mimarnsakas like Kumarila etc. state that a man, possessed
of superior power of vision perceives only visible objects. But nobody comes
across such superiority of sense-perception apprehending the transcendental
objects like dharma etc. Dharma is known from the vedic texts only. It
can never be the object of perception'*.,

This type of criticism is not fair. It is true that though dharma is
transcendental to normal sight, yet it is perceived by hte sages or seers.
We have seen above that though a very distant object and an object covered
by darkness, are beyond the reach of our normal eyes, yet they are
perceived by Sampatti and a cat respectively’.

In response to this sort of defence, Kumarila may say that if a sage
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perceives a transcendental object then he should also perceive smell, taste
etc with his eyes. If someone imagines that an omniscient sage grasps
every object of the universe by means of a single source of knowledge
then he should admit that the sage perceivas taste, smell etc.with his visual
organs. Kumarila’s objection is not based on facts. The other sense-organs
of the sage have super-excellent powers like eyes. So. the peculiar
hypothesis that a sage perceives taste, etc.with eyes is not to be conjectured.
The Mimarnsaka may point out that the Naiyayayikas should not imagine
that a sage perceives dharma is not invisible like taste etc. The argument
of the Mimarnhsaka is based upon the misrepresentation of the above
sentence. And it is know that taste and similar qualities other than colour
are always imperceptible.

The Naiyayika reacts on the Mimarnsaka arguments and contends
that the latter cannot say from his experience that a sage though pussessed
of super-eyes cannot perceive dharma. For dharma and the excellent
power of the eyes of a sage are imperceptible to him. So, Kumarila should
not point out that dharma is not an object which is capable of being perceived
with eyes.

The knowledge of eternal dharma is only derived from the vedic
injunction such as ‘should sacrifice’ yajeta etc. Dharma is the eternal
fulfilment of duty. It has no limitation in past, present and future. It will be
rash for us to think that dharma is perceived with our mortal eyes. But it
is not at all difficult for the omniscient sages to perceive it'S, A sage intuits
dharma with his internal organ through the practice of constant meditation
on it. Likewise, a love-sick man beholds his beloved lady with the help of
meditation alone'”.

The justification of such intuition is that the internal organ is competent
to comprehend all objects without an exception and there is no such thing
in the universe which disturbs its penetration. There is a lot of examples to
show that persons, have clear and vivid vision of objects which are beyond
the reach of our sense-organs. Such visual perception is possible only
through the constant practice of meditation.

We find that persons, affected by lust, or excessive grief, disease,
insanity, a dream of thieves etc. possess clear, distinct, vivid vision of
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imaginary objects as if they are in front of them.

When we repeatedly concentrate upon an object, each act of
concentration leaves an impression behind it. These impressions accumulate
on our self. They constitute the permanent (stable) basis of our knowledge.
They generate the highest form of knowledge provided they are arranged
in a perfect order.®.

We can take an instance which shows the acquisition of proficiency
in learning. A young student follows a prescribed course of discipline such
as the strict observation of the vow of celibacy, the regular revision of the
old subject matter learnt by him etc. He acquires permanent impressions
thereby. They become stable as they are and they help him to recall the
matters read by him in memory with perfect facility. ‘

In case of another instance, we know that gold acquires matchless
beauty if it is slowly purified in a closed vessel. In like manner, the inner
organ of a sage is capable of perceiving all knowable objects by the constant
practice of meditation."

On the contrary, the inner organ of worldly men like ourselves is
covered by the veil of passions and so we do not acquire the highest stage
of knowledge, that is, omniscience. Any object is directly apprehended by
the pure inner organ of the sages. The reason of this direct awareness lies
in the fact that all the impurities of their mind are consumed by the daily
practice of meditation. When the sages consume all the inner drosses and
acquire high proficiency in the art of concentration by the constant practice
of meditation, they attain the property of being omniscient.**

Future events are foreseen sometimes by us. An illustration of the
true judgement or foresight is that my brother will come tomorrow. This
type of foresight is called as Pratibha Pramapa. This kind of valid
knowledge is not hallucinatory. It is not a doubt. It is not even negated by
its contradictory judgement. Its source is not a defective sense-organ. Thus,
it should be treated as a piece of valid knowledge.”

Pratibha Pramana. is one kind of Extra-Sensory Perception (ESP).
ESP is another special type of perception through which senses can
perceive distant objects, actions, minds of others etc. without being in contact
with them. It is one kind of paranormal phenomena. Its validity is doubted
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by the critics as it, according to them, is purely accidental and a possible
event. In this connection, it is said that the knowledge in the form, ‘My
brother will come tomorrow is certain, though the object is totoally accidental
or unexpected®. But now the existence of ESP is almost a certainty, not a
conjecture or mere a delusion of the mind?.

This kind of valid knowledge (i.e pratibha-jAana) is direct but not
indirect. It may be objected that it cannot be direct since it is non-sensuous.
This type of objection does not stand because the inner organ determines
it. But, if the inner organ would independently grasp external objects, there
wauld be no blind person in the world. The answer to this objection is that
the external object which has been perceived with eyes is only intuited by
the inner organ. Thus, the objection that there would be no blind person
does not occur.

According to the critics, the direct awareness of a sage is not a
perceptual one because it is not determined by a definite set of conditions
like the normal perception. In response to this charge it is said that the
transcendental knowledge of a sage is always perceptual. If it is not direct
itis not the knowledge of a sage. Some opine that the knowledge of a sage
is exactly the same derived from the scriptures. This implies that it cannot
be direct.

Here another objection is that foresight is non-perceptual for
perception refers only to a present object. Kumarila points out that an
object which is present and cemes in contact with our sense-organ is only
perceived. Besides, perception differs from transcendental peception in
the point that it apprehends a present object. Such an objection is not tenable.
The objectors themselves have said in another place that an object with its
future property is grasped. At the time of perceiving silver it is also perceived
that it will last long. Thus, it is also established that the perception that my
brother will come tomorrow presents a future object. Here the perception
of an oridinary man refers to a future object, hence the supernormal
perception of a sage refers to future dharma.

If the sages are pioneer to know the true nature of dharma from
the Vedas then the wellestablished proposition that Vedas are the only
source of dharma is never contradicted. It is the final argument of the
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objector, e.g. the Mimarnsaka. A reply to the above objection is given
below: There is a truth in the above objection that the sages are initiated
into dharma by the Vedas. Later on when they attain the fruit of meditation
the transcendental perception of dharma flashes in their mind. As a result
of it, we can say that the ascertainment of the truth of the thesis that the
Vedas are the only source of the dharma becomes doubtful or shaky.
Besides, the eternal perception of dharma belongs to God and this
perception is the source of dharma. God is the author of the Vedas for He
perceives it (Veda). God’s eternal perception is already proved in Indian
Tradition. If God’s eternal perception is proved then the above thesis that
the Vedas are the only source of dharma is not conclusively proved. Thus,
the argument offered by the Mimarhasaka, against the possibility of the
transcendental perception of dharma by the sages, is not justifiable i.e.
convincing. According to the Mimarmasaka perception arises only from
the contact of the senseorgans with an existent object and dharma cannot
be perceived by the sages since an existent object is only perceived.

Dharma is the merit arising from the performance of the acts directed
by the $astras (scriptures). The view that the scriptures are the only source
of dharma has been refuted by the following argument: Every word informs
us only of known facts. The Vedas are nothing but the sum-total of words.
So, they possess the character of words. Each of the words cannot give us
piece of knowledge of an object not known before. In other words, words
do not denote novel objects. The Vedas which are words do not signify
novel dharma. Dharma is grasped by some other means of proof. Thus,
the Vedas are not only the source of dharma. A jar is a knowable object,
$0 it is to be perceived by somebody in the universe. All these counter-
arguments are easily available in order to silence of the objectors.

Hence, the sitra on perception, put forward by the Mimamsaka
(i.e., Jaimini) thus interpreted (i.e. meant for the refutation of transcendental
perception) is really irrelevant.**

II
Now, a problem could be raised on the justifiability of the

transcendental perception, (yogaja pratyaksa) rather one could describe
it as a metaphysical experience but not epistemological in the true sense of
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the term. Though it is a kind of direct knowledge, yet we may consider
whether it is really a case of perception or not. One could know some
object existing in remote future or in remote place transcendentally. It is
very difficult to verify the truth, hence the question of transcendental
knowledge is not beyond question. As such knowledge is purley personal,
secret and non-communicable, one may challenge the truth of the same. If
this be the case, the perceptuality of such knowledge is very difficult to
establish as the principle of verifiability fails here. If somehow it is taken
as perception by virtue of being a direct awareness, by which definition it
can be taken as perceptual? The standard definition which is givenin Nyaya
is as follows:

The knowledge which arises out of the contact of the sense-organ
with an object is called perception (indriyarthasannikarsotpannarn Jianari
pratyaksam). For being a perceptual knowledge there should be a contact
between a sense-organ and an object. In this particular knowledge there
should be a contact between a sense-organ and an object. In this particular
case mind acts as a sense-organ and object existing in remote time and
place is taken as artha. The question remains unsolved regarding the contact
between them. As such contact is not easily conceivable the question of
its validity may crop up. If this contact is beyond the range of our intelligence
or direct awareness, it may not be acepted as perception. It is quite rational
to describe it something belonging to metaphysical world.

In reply to such criticism one point could be forwarded in favour of
the perceptuality of transcendental knowledge. In broader sense perception
should be taken as a direct awareness (saksat psatiti). This directness
(saksat tva) may be defined as something not arising from the instrumentality
of other knowledge (J fianakaranarh Jfianam). If this broader definition of
perception is taken into account, the transcendental knowledge should be
put under this due to having the form of direct or immediate apprehension
(aparoksanubhti). Though this feeling is non-communicable, secret and
personal, yet it cannot be denied as an experience. It is not also correct to
say that the impersonal and communicable knowledge is always perceptual.
We can know many things intuitively in our daily life but these are not
always communicable. From this it is not proved that our experience is not
true or direct. Hence, the reality of transcendental perception occupies a
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place in Indian epistemology.

It may be argued that yogic experience is beyond the reach of
ordinary human being. Now the question is: How is it accepted by the
Naiayikas as a form of supernormal perception?

In reply, it can be said that there are many things in the world, which
are not capable of being known by ordinary sense-organ.

The inadequacy of the intellectual power points to the existence of
the world which is beyond the reach of sense-organs. There is some faculty
in a man that is capable of revealing that world. This faculty is known as
Pratibha(intuition)**. This point will find justification in the fact that there
are many things like God, self etc. which cannot be known through
senseorgans but the existence of them is already accepted in Indian
Tradition. Pratibhais a flash of light which reveals the objects. The light is
the wisdom characterised by immediacy and freshness®®. Besides, it has
been described as ‘supersensuous and suprarational apperception’®. As
this suprasensuous knowledge has no spatio-temporal limit, it is considered
as transcendental having capacity of revealing past, persent and future by
a single flash.”

The English rendering of the term “Rs7 is seer which means one
who sees past, present and future through one’s transcendental vision. He
can know the truth manifested in all objects. That is to say, ‘Rsiis described
as Kavi in the Upanisad, which means Krantadarsi or omniscient i.e.,
knower of all objects existing in the past, present and future.

There is a sharp distinction between poetic intuition or pratibha
operating in the case of attaining a property generated through yoga
(vogaja dharma) and normal intuition or that operating in ordinary
behaviour. It is known from the fact that the former is mysterious while
the latter is not. Had Pratibha been same in both cases there would be no
difference between them. Hence, the differecne at least in the degree of
Pratibha is to be admitted. In the case of the former the degree of
Pratibha is stronger than the latter.

It has been said that Pratibha is one in its essence, but differing in

kind according as (i) it is developed by a steady and continuous effort or
(ii) produced automatically by virtue of Adrsta (unseen factors). Gopinath
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Kaviraj does not want to give much importance to this type of Pratibha
because in the case of aesthetic it can give temporary spiritual plesure to
one individual. That is why, his stress is laid on that Prazibhs which can
give rise to a permanent vision and which can make a man yogin.
According to Gopinath Kaviraj, telepathy etc. (Extra-Sensory Perception)
are included under the second category of intuition while the supreme
wisdom of the saints belongs to the first one?. Therefore, yogic perception
(Yogaja Pratibha ) will belong to the first category of intuition. Hence,
telepathic knowledge is not produced from yoga (i.e. yogaja). And poetic
intution also will not be regarded as normal intuition.

In response to the objections forwarded by the Mimarhsakas for
not accepting a yogic perception the Naiyayikas meet the objections one
by one.

Their first objection is that sense-organs have limitations.

The second objection of the Mimarhsakas is that it cannot be explained
that a yogin can see anything and everything with his eyes though the
power of the senses can be increased by practice.

The responses of these two objections have already been given.

The third objection is as follows: By practice one can jump over a
wall but how can one jump over the Himalayas or an ocean? With regard
to this objection the Naiyayikas point out that if the opponents find our
above answers regarding the operation of external senses as unsatisfactory
to common sense, we would opine that a yogin would see anything and
everything with his mind which is the internal sense. This is possible by
practice of meditation. There is nothing which cannot be the object of
mind.

The forth objection is that dharma which is known from the vedic
text only can never be the object of perception. In reply to this objection, it
1s said that dharma, though atindriya can be the object of mental
perception, let it not be the object of eyes but there is no hindrance, with
respect to its being the object of mind, since there is nothing which cannot
be the object of mind.

It is a fact that by practice, one can jump over a wall but not a
mountain or ocean since it is a property of the body and body consists of
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Kapha, Vata etc. By practice a person brings a balance of these properties
and makes his body comparatively lighter and so he can achieve the power
of jumping over a certain height. But in each case, there is a limitation due
to the properties of the body. But there is no such impediment with regard
to a cognition caused by mind, because it is already stated that a yogin can
acquire such a capacity of mind through the constant practice of dhyana,
dharana etc.

The mind of an average man is affected by the dirt namely raga,
dvesa etc. and hence it cannot overcome a certain range or limit, and so
we are not yogins®. Raga dvesa etc. are the products of ignorance
(mithya Jiana). A cognition in which ‘a’ is cognised as ‘b’ and not as ‘a’
is called ignorance. By constant and rigorous practice of yoga the yogins
can attain a stage in which they cognise ‘a’ as ‘a’ and not as ‘b’. When
they are in this stage there is nothing which they cannot perceive.*

Both the Naiyayikas and the Mimarhasakas take the Vedic
knowledge or text as authoritative and there is clear expression of a yogic
realisation in the vedic literature. Then the question arises: Why do the
Mimarsakas not want to accept any yogic perception?

According to Jaimini, perhaps dharma is atindriya and is cognised
by vedic injunction only. It can never be the object of perception and all the
other sources of valid knowledge except vedic injunctions are inactive or
non-functioning in case of dharma. Now if this stand of Jaimini is to be
accepted then there is no other alternative to the Mimarnsakas than to
deny the reality of yogic perception. if they admit the reality of yogic
perception then dharma becomes directly the object of perception, which
will contradict Jaimini’s statement. This goes against the thesis of the
Mimarnsakas and hence they do not accept yogic perception.

Now if a deduction is a logical one, then it does not matter much
whether same deduction contradicts someone’s statement or not. The
Mimarnsakas Naiyayikas argue in this way. Therefore, even though the
acceptance of a yogic perception goes against Jaimini, one has to accept it
because it is established by expressions of such experiences of sages or
yogins.

If the Mimamsakas argue that it is accepted that yogins can realise
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anything and everything simultaneously, then they become the knower of
all things (sarvjfia). so how will they show the difference between yogins
and Naiyayikas Isvara who is also omniscient?’

In reply the Naiyayikas say that the very definition of vara or God
would distinguish a yogin from God. According to Nyaya, the definition of
God is as follows: God is the substratum of permanent or eternal cognition.
On the other hand, a yogin is the substratum of an acquired or produced
cognition.™

But Jayanta Bhatta points out for the sake of argument that the
Naiyayika does not know whether the Mimarisakas cannot perceive
dharma. ‘Both of them do not know that others cannot perceive dharma.
Even then, if the Mimarsaka avers that he knows that there is no perceiver
of dharma, then he himself is a yogin because he perceives everyone’s
perception, that Naiyayikas do not perceive dharma.®

Therefore, it can be concluded that there is no argument which can
refute the thesis of the Naiyayikas regarding the acceptance of the reality
of yogic perception.*

It has already been discussed that the Mimarnasakas have a strong
objection against the reality of yogic perception. To them if yogic perception
apprehends exactly the same thing in the past, the cognition generated by
intense meditation is nothing but memory which is nothin g but invalid. If it
apprehends more than that which was perceived in the past, it is illusory
because what is apprehended has no existence.

In response to the above mentioned objection, it can be said that we
can perceive the past through yogic perception, but it is not only a
recollective knowledge. It may be said that memory is nothing but generated
by impression of a particular entity alone. The impression of an object
existing in the past can give rise to memory of the object if it (i.e., impression)
is generated through experience. That,which is not at all experienced cannot
be the object of memory. In the case of yogic perception not only the
previously exerienced objects come to our awareness but the objects not
experienced earlier are also apprehended by us. The historical facts in
which our normal sense-organs cannot reveal may be revealed to us by
our super-normal means of knowing i.e., transcendental perception. Should
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we call it mere memory? Obviously not. for, many incidents occurred in
the remote past in our life or in the life of somebody else may come to our
awareness through the flash attained during meditation. The value of such
experience cannot be ignored merely by saying that it comes under memory
and hence invalid. It is not also fair to say that if something more than
memory is apprehended during meditatioin is nothing but invalid. There are
many saints (even in this modemn age) who have experiecned many past
and future events through yoga. It is not also correct to say that sense-
organs have limitation. For, the sense-organs which we possess can reveal
only those objects that are in proximity with them. This is true in the case
of external perception which is normal one. But behind each and every
sense organ there is a power which is described by sri Aurobindo and
Rabindranath as Racir and surplus respectively. This power cannot be
shown, but have to be experienced. The Upanisadic seers have referred
to this power as ‘Srotrasya Srotram manaso mano yad’ (ear of the ear
and mind of the mind). The first ‘srotrd (ear)refers to our normal ear
while another ‘$rotra stands for that power which can take us to the
supernormal world which is beyond the reach of our ordinary sense organs.
If the * Surplus’ existing in each and every sense organ is generated through
meditation, one can have an infallible experience of something existing in
the remote past and remote future.

An ordinary sense-organ like eye can reveal colour existing in past
and future, but not sounds. In the same way ear can reveal those existing
in past and future, but not colour. In this way, the ‘surplus’ existing in a
sense-organ as pointed out by Rabindranath in his ‘Religion of Man’ can
reveal the objects existing in past and future having the particular quality.
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Dharmastu caksuso na visaya eva. Nydymadjari Ed. Pandit Sir Sarya
Narayana Sukla, the Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, Benares City.
1936, p.96.

Yalo yadyapi nasmadadinayana-visaya dharmah tathapi yogindriya-gamyo
bhavisyati, tathahi yojana-$atavyavahitamandhakarantaritam
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16.

17.

18,

15.

21.

vanasmadadilocanagocaratamupayati sampati-vrsadarnsa drsostu Visayo
bhavatyeva,...Ibid, p-96.

Nanu kartavyatarapah trikalaspar$a-varjitah. Caksurvisayatameti dharma
ityatisahasam. Satyarn sahasametatye mama va carmacaksusah. Na tyesa
durgamah pantha yoginar sarvadar§inam. 1bid.p.96.1

Manahkaranakam jfianarh bhavanabhyasasambhavam. Bhavati
Dhyayatarn dharme Kantadaviva Kaminam. Ibid. p. 97.

Tatra Kevalamabhyasatpraksaye Kaphamedasoh. Sariralaghavarn labdhva
langhayanti yothocitarh. Tha vijianakamuasti sarnskaro vyavatisthate.
Kramopaciyamano sau paratiSayakaranam. The Nydymaigari of Jayanta
Bhatta Ed. Pt. 8ri Strya Narayana $ukla, The Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series
Office, Benares city, 1936, p.97.

Yathanuvakagrahane Sariistha bhyasanakalpitah. Sthirah karoti Sarmskarah
pathasmrtyadipatavam. Yatha va putapakena $odhyamanar §anaih.
Hemanispratikr tadyati kalyarn pararn . Ibid.

Tathaiva bhavanabhyasad yoginamapi manasam.

Tadevarn Ksinadosanarn, dh yanavahitacetasam. Nirmalarh sarvavisayarm
jianam bhavati yoginam /bid, P.98.

Api canagatari jhanamasmadaderapi ka cit. pramanarn pritibharh $vo me
bhrata aganteti dréyyate. Nanarthajam na samdigdharm na
badhavidhurikrtam. Na dustakaranar ceti pramanamidamisyatam Ibid.
P98.

Ka cidvadhakayoga$cedastutasyapramanata yatraparedyurabhyeti bhrata
tatra kimucyatam, kakataliyamiti cenna pramanapradar$itam Vastu tat
kakataliyamiti bhavitumarhati. Ibid.

T. R. Sharma - Extra-Sensory Perception, Darshana International, Vol.
XXXV, January, 1995, No.1,P.34

Not less than one hundred scientists of England, the USA and Canada
have been working for years on data supplied by men and women from all
over the world in the field of Extra-Sensory Perception or Paranormal
Phenomena, for example, telepathy, psychokinesis, precognition,
clairvoyance, intuition, deep meditation etc.
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BHUPENDRA CHANDRA DAS

The Nyayamadjari of Jayanta Bhatta, Ed. Pt. Sre Sarya Narayana Sukla,
The Cowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, Benares City, 1936, PP. 98-100.

Gopinath Kaviraj : Aspects of Indian Thought, University of Burdwan,
1984,p.1.

Jadunath Sinha-History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. 11, Sinha Publishing
House, Calcutta 26, p.281.

Nyayabindutiki(Vinitadeva) on Nyayabindu (Dharmakirti), Kasi Sanskrit
Series, Benares, p. 15.

Yogi-pratyaksarh tvabahyam alaukikamca. Sarnkhyasutravrtti (Aniruddha)
on Samkhyapravacanasitra (kapila), 1/90, Bibliotheca Indica (Calcutta),
1888.

Nastamapi svakarane linar bhitatvenasti, bhavisyadapi svakarane
nagtatvenasti-Samkhyasttravrtti (Aniruddha) on Samkhyapravacanasitra
(kapila), Bibliotheca Indica (Calcutta), p.49.

Asmadadesca ragadimalavaranadhisaram. Mano na labhate
Jianaprakarsapadvim param. The Nydyamaijari of Jayanta Bhatta. Ed.
Pandit Sukla, The Cowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, Benares City, 1936,
pp. 98.

Pratyohabhavana bhyasaksapitasesakalmasam Yoginam tu manah suddhr
kamivarthari na pasyati /bid, p. 98.

Nanvekena Jhanena sarvanarthan bhitabhavinah paroksanapi pa$yanto
yoginah kathamakhilatrailokya vrttantadarsinah
sakalajagadgurori$vvaradvisisyeran. Ibid, p,99.

Asti ViSesah 1§varasya tathavidharn nityameva Jhdnam yoginam tu
yogabhavanabhyasa prabhavamiti. Ibid, p.99.

Matpratyaksam aksamam dharmagrahane iti bhavan na janite
tvatpratyaksamapi na dharmagrahiti naham jane, anyasya
pratyaksamidréamevetyubhavvapyavar na janivahe. Tvaya tu uado
sarvesam pratyaksarh jiidtamidrsam. Tarhi tvameva yogiti yogino dveksi
kirh vrtha. Ibid, p.95

Tadevam ksinadosanar dhyana-vahitacetasam. Nirmalarn sarvavisayam
Jjnanarn bhavati yoginam. Ibid, p98.

Sarhskaramatrajanyam jAanarn smrtih- Tarkasamgraha, Sitra No. 35.
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